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This pap» is responave to tbe Office Action dated 16, 2005, Applicants have not 
amended axiy of tbe claims. Claims 1-72 remain pmling. 

For the record, Ai^ticants note that the current non-final Office Action is substantially 
identical to the previous non^final Office Actioa Tbe Examiner has i^mply r^daced various 
citations to the Rohibach ref^^nce (LTSPN 5,898,7S3) from the previous Office Action, with new 
dtations to the Kolev reference (USPN 6, 125^283) m the current Office Actioa Other than 
theses changed citations, however, the current Office Action appears to be totally identical to the 
previous Office Action^ even inchiding tttt same typographical error in the r^ections of claims 6, 
22 and 38, which Applicants identified in the previous respc»ise. 

UnfiHtunatdy, the newly cited passages of the Kdev reference (like tbe previously dted 
passages of Rohibach) are not even remotely edmilar to the features recited in ^plicants claims. 
Several dear differences between Kolev and Applicants' claims are addressed in greater detail 
below. 

^plicams once again note that the Examiner's rejection of claims 6^ 22 and 38 is unclear. 
For the rejection of claims 6, 22 and 38, tbe Examiner appears to have applied the D^chepper 
reference (USPN 6,094,700), but referred to the Deschepper reference as USPN 6.741,848 in the 
Office Acticm. This appears to be a typographical mistake by the Examiner, as USPN 6,741, 
was awarded to TmumenetaL and not Deschepper. For purposes of this response, >^ltcants 
have assumed that the r^ection of claims 6, 22 and 3 8 is based on Robrbadi in view of 
Deschepper et al. (USPN 6.094,700). 

Claim Rejections 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-5, 7-9, 1 1-13, 16-21, 23-25, 27-29, 
32-37, 39-41, 43-45, 48-53, 56-61, 64-69 and 72 undffl- 35 U.S.C. lQ2(e) as bdng antidpated by 
Kolev et al (US 6,125,283); rejected daims 6, 22 and 38 under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being 
unpatentable ova- Kolev in view of Desdjeppa- al, (USPN 6,094,700); rqected claims 10, 26 
and 42 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as bdng unpatentable over Kolev in view of Eb^ et al. (USPN 
6.595,414); and rejected claims 14, 15, 30, 31, 46, 47, 54. 55, 62, 63, 70 and 71 under 35 US.C. 
103(a) as bdng unpatentable over Kolev in view of Timonen et al. (USPN 6,741,848). 
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AppGcantsrespectfi^travefBetberejecd As discussed in detail below, the qyplted 
references fail to disclose or suggest the inventions defined by Applicants' claims, and provide no 
teadw^ that would have suggested the desirabiSty of modification to arrive at the claimed 
invention. 

The new applied primaiy refoence ^olev), which is currently being applied by the 
Examiner in all pendmg rejections, is compl^dy unrelated to the inventions recited in Applicants' 
claims. ^^pUcams" claiins are dhnected to power nunagementtedmiquest^ 
a wireless communication device to reduce power consumption by a subscriber identity module 
(SIM). 

In particular, the daimedtechnitpjes of claims 1, 17 and 33 require the supply of power or 
the termination of power to a SIM based on x^^ietber a request is pending for service by the SIM 
or the device requests maintenance ofpower to tte SIM. In this manner, the power managm^ent 
techniques redted in Applicants* claims p^mit power consm^on withm a wirdess 
communication device (WCD) without undermining SIM per&nnance. In accordance with claims 
1, 17and33,poweristenninatedtoth6SIM^ennorequestispendn^fo^ 
and no software module running on the WCD reque^ maintenance of power to the SIM. 

In stailc contrast to the features of Applicants' daims, the primary reference (Kolev) 
^plied by the Examiner in all pendii% rejections describes teduuques for enabling a ''satellite 
mode," or a less fimctional 'tmestrial mode" based on v^^iether a SIM card is detected in a 
mobile unit* The techniques of Kolev are not conceroed with power conservation ^^^soever. 

In Kolev, the niobileumt checks to see ifa valid SIM car4 is present. If so, a satellite 
mode is enabled to allow communication over a satellite communication network. If not, a 
terrestrial mode is enabled, M^iicb is described as being less functional than the satellite mode^ e.g. , 
to allow emergency calls. 

Independent claim 1 of the present application redtes a method for controlling power to a 
subscriber identity module (SIM) in a wireless conmmnication device The method 

comprises supplying power to the SIM when a request is pending for service by the SI1\^ 
supplying power to the SIM when a sofkware module running on the WCD requests maintenance 
of power to the SIM; and terminating power to the SIM when no request is pending for service by 
the SIM and no software module rimning on the WCD requests maintenance of power to the 
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SIM* Independem claims 17 and 33 re(^^milarli^^ 

a systm (datm 17) aad a computer readable inedhjm(dairn 33), 

lades axiy suggestion cf the features redted in ii^ In 
particular, the techniques of Kolev are not concenied with controlling power to a SIM 
whatsoev^. In Kolev, the nu>bile unit determines wheth^ a SIM card is 
operational mode of the unit based on this detennination. If the SIM card is present, however, 
nothii^ in Kolev su^ests that ai^ power conservation tedmiques ai^ employed, mudi le^ 
techniques like those redted in claims 1, 17 and 33, which require sillying power to the SIM 
when a request is priding for service by the SIM, suf^lying power to the SIM a software 
module running on the WCD requests maintenance of power to the SIM, and teanminating power 
to the SIM v/bem no request is pending for s&vice l>y the SIM and no software module running on 
the WCD requests maintenance ofpower to the SIM. 

Tn fitotu the cited teachmg of Kolev appears to be v/bo\fy irrelevant to the features of 
claims 1, 17 and 33, ^K^drawal of the rejections are courteously sohdted. 

Several dependent claims are also fimdamentally diflEerent than anythmg disclosed m 
Kdev. For example;, daim 2 fiirther recites re-initiating supply ofpower to the SIM following 
termination of pow to the SIM wben a request fit>m the WO) is pe^ 
SIH and dependent daim 4 fiirther recites re^initiating supply of power to the SIM when a 
software module running on the WCD requests supply of power to the SIM. 

Kolev does not contemplate the re-initiation ofpower to the SIM v/bea a request from the 
WCD is pending for service by the SIM. as redted in claim 2, zuh- the re-initiation of power to the 
SIM whm a software module running on the WCD requests sui^y of power to the SIM, as 
redted in daim 4. 

Indeed, the passage dted by the Exammer in n^ecting daims 2 and 4 is the exact same 
passage dted in rejecting claim L As outlined, above, howevo^, this passage is not concerned 
with power management whatsoever. 

^pHcams reserve fimher comment with regard to the other dependent daims of 
independent daims 1, 17 and 33, The rejections of claims 1, 17 and 33 should be withdrawn in 
view oftbe dear di&rences between Kolev and the independemdahns. For at least the rmons 
outlined above; Kdev is dearly not suggestive of the features of daims 1, 17 and 33 and tiie 
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vaiious dependeat daims. Applicants do not acquiesce to any of the Examin^*s rqecttons or 
characterizations of the prior art 

With respect to independent daims 49. 57 and 65, Applicants subnnt that these daims also 
clearly distii^shable over Kolev and the other applied references. The features of daims 49, 57 
and 65 require that a user access code retrieved from menK»ry in the WC^ 
authorization process in the WCD to authorize use of secure features of the SIM. 

More specifically, claims 49, 57 and 65 require storing a user access code associated with 
a subscriber identity module (SIM) in a memory asaodated with a wireless conmiqnication device 
(W CD), retrieving the user access code from the memory when power is resupplied to the SIM, 
and using the retrieved us^ access code in a security authorization process in iist WCD to 
authorize use of secure features of the SIM. 

Kolev lades any suggestion of the retrieval of a us^ access code from the memory of a 
WCD, or ti^ use ofther^rieved user access code in a sccinityauthorizatio 
WCD. Applicants' claimed invention recited in claims 49, 57 and 65 elimmates the need for a 
user to ^er a code during a security authorization process in the WCD. This technique is 
particularly usefid when power is temnnated to a SIM for the power management techniques 
redted in mdependent daims 1. 17 and 33. In that case, following the re-jnitiation of power to 
the SIH a user does not need to enter the code, e.g., by keypad entry. Instead, the code is 
retrieved from memory in an automated &shion to diminate the need for a user to enter the code 
when power is re-supplied to the SIM. 

Dependent daims 1 1 , 27 and 43 recite features similar to those of daims 49. 57 and 65 m 
the context of the power management techniques redted in indq>end^dair^ 17and33, 
Thus^ dependent dahns 11 . 27 and 43 should be allowed Ibr at least the reasons outiined above 
with respect to indep^ent daims 1. 17 and 33 and independent daims 49, 57 and 65. 

The passage of Kolev at cohimn 8, lines 40-59, whidi was cited fay the Exanmier in 
rejecting indq)endent daims 49. 57 and 65 is reproduced bdow m its entirety: 
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While ta the «inbodiineni of opemtioas described wiih 
re&rence to PIG. mdficaticK) aod coniimiatiofl of a switdi 
aie provided to and fcom Ibe user, tbis i& oot reqimed to 
obiain the bcoefits of the picsent invcnttoo. AUeraatively. 
operatioQs in swilciiing oommuntcatioQ oetwoik nKxtes may 
be initiated automatieaUy at block S9 responsive to a deter* 
minaiiCA of an invalid 10 at block 80. Ftirthennoce, addi* 
tional operations may be provided at block 88 to control user 
attempts to access a coTnmiinfcaiiop netwoik £or which there 
is AO valid s»bficr3>er ideality on mobile lermioal (0. In such 
an eadmdiineQt* at block 88, after switching its commmu- 
cation network mode, mabik tennioal <!0 pcvrvems oser 
access to commumcaiioo services on the second oommuni- 
catibn oetwmfe which require a valid snfascriber idemity 
while the subscriber identity of the mobile terminal is 
determined to be invalid. Furtttermon^ any communications 
services <2f die first coomiumcaiioonetwodc which rcq a 
valid subscriber identity may also have their access blod^ 
to the user of mobile terminal 60 while no valid subscriber 
identity h present m the mobile terminal. 



Applicants are genially peiplexed as to what portion of die passage of Kolev at column 
8, littes 40-59, copied above, the Examiner believes to be relevant to the features of daims 49, 57 
atui6S. Absolutely nothing in this passage suggests storing a user access code asso<^ 
subscriber identity module (SIM) m a m^ory associated with a wireless communication device 
CWCD), retrievmg the user access code from the memory ^en power is reapplied to the SIM, 
and using the retrieved user access code in a security authorization process in the WCD to 
authorize use ofsecure feature of the SIM. Norhas Applicant found any other passage in Kolev 
that would have been suggestive of these requirements. 

None of the Desdtepper, Eber or Timomen refer^^es provides any teaching that would 
have led a person ofordbmy skill in the art to modify the techniques of Kolev to arrive at the 
inventions redted in Applicants' claims. Like Kolev, each of the Deschepper, Eber and Timomen 
references is unrelated to the features of >^>plic^ms* daims. 

Desdiepper describes a s^ial bus system for sending frames of data, and appears to be 
completely unrelated to a SIM, much less techniques for managing power to a SIM \^thin a 
wireless communication device* Eber describes a data carrier for receiving an amplitude 
modulated (AM) carrier signal, and also appears to lack any relevance to a SIM, much less 
techniques for man a ging power to a SIM within a wireless communication device. 
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Timomen describes tecbmques for temporality ofiferix^ telecommumcation services to a 
visiting device that is associated with a diflfe In Ttmonien, the visited network gives 

the device a right to a t^nporary use of a teleconmuimcation connection and establishes a 
connection with a third party in order to obtain a confirmation of paid services. 

Appficants previously made these same observations with respect to Deschepper« Eber and 
Timomen in the previous response. Applicants are confused as to why the Examiner has applied 
the same secondary references without even acknowledging, much less addressing, Appficants 
ai^mients. 

Given the clear and fundamental differences between the pending daims and the appUed 
references^ Applicants bdieve that ail pending claims should be allowed over the prior art of 
record. Kolev, Deschepper, Eber and Timmien are all xmrelated to the features of the pending 
claims and provide no teaching that would have led a person of ordinary skill in the art to arrive at 
the inventions defined by Applicants' daims. 
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CoDdusioii 

For at least the reasons outlined above, all daims in this ^Gcation aie in condition for 
allowance. Applicants do not acquiesce to any of the Exandner's ngecttons or characterizations 
of the prior ait, and reserve the right to present additional arguments on the record. Applicants 
re^)ectfiiUy request reconsideraiion and prompt aDowance of all pending claims. Please chaige 
wptjf additional fees or credit any overpayment to deposit account number 1 7-0026. The Examiner 
is invited to telqihone the bdow-signed 8tt(»ney to discuss this ^plication. 



Dated 7/27/05 



QUALCOMM Incorporated 
Attn: Patent Department 
5775 Morehouse Drive 
San Diego. California 92121-1714 
Telephone: (858) 658-5787 
Facsimile: (858) 658-2502 



Respectfi)!^ submitted. 




S58-65 1-1306 



/BY 

KENYONJENCKES 
REG. Na 41,873 
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